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also sought public comment on those
guideline revisions and will continue to
consider comments on this issue.

4. Future actions. EPA intends to
apply its revised approach to the term
‘‘ready to eat’’ in all future tolerance
actions. When any action is taken based
on EPA’s revised approach, EPA will
seek public comment on designations
for specific commodities prior to
making any final determinations.

VII. Are EPA’s Policies Rules That Have
Not Been Properly Promulagted?

NFPA contends in its petition that
EPA’s coordination and concentration
policies are not in compliance with the
Administrative Procedure Act (APA)
because they have not been promulgated
as a binding regulation through notice
and comment procedures. As to the
concentration policy, EPA has in this
notice announced a revised
concentration policy that EPA believes
is fully consistent with the requirements
of the APA. This revised policy is not
intended to be of controlling effect
either on EPA or regulated parties.
Rather, it is intended as guidance for
EPA in administering its authority
under FFDCA. For example, EPA has
explained in some detail in its revised
concentration policy what types of data
it intends to place primary reliance
upon in determining whether section
409 FARs are needed. However, EPA
has noted its willingness to consider
other information and arguments. Thus,
because the revised concentration
policy is not intended as a binding
regulation, it need not be promulgated
through notice and comment
rulemaking.

List of Subjects

Environmental protection,
Agricultural commodities, Food
additives, Feed additives, Pesticides and
pests.

Dated: June 9, 1995.

Lynn R. Goldman,
Assistant Administrator for Prevention,
Pesticides and Toxic Substances.

[FR Doc. 95–14683 Filed 6–12–95; 12:20 pm]
BILLING CODE 6560–50–F

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

[Report No. 2078]

Petition for Reconsideration of Actions
in Rulemaking Proceedings

June 9, 1995.
Petition for reconsideration have been

filed in the Commission rulemaking

proceedings listed in this Public Notice
and published pursuant to 47 CFR
Section 1.429(e). The full text of this
document are available for viewing and
copying in Room 239, 1919 M Street,
NW., Washington, DC or may be
purchased from the Commission’s copy
contractor ITS, Inc. (202) 857–3800.
Opposition to this petition must be filed
on or before June 29, 1995. See Section
1.4(b)(1) of the Commission’s rules (47
CFR 1.4(b)(1)). Replies to an opposition
must be filed within 10 days after the
time for filing oppositions has expired.
Subject: Price Cap Performance Review

for Local Exchange Carries. (CC
Docket No. 94–1)

Number of Petitions Filed: 3.
Federal Communications Commission.
William F. Caton,
Acting Secretary.
[FR Doc. 95–14510 Filed 6–13–95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712–01–M

FEDERAL EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT AGENCY

[FEMA–1054–DR]

Missouri; Major Disaster and Related
Determinations

AGENCY: Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA).
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: This is a notice of the
Presidential declaration of a major
disaster for the State of Missouri
(FEMA–1054–DR), dated June 2, 1995,
and related determinations.
EFFECTIVE DATE: June 2, 1995.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Pauline C. Campbell, Response and
Recovery Directorate, Federal
Emergency Management Agency,
Washington, DC 20472, (202) 646–3606.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Notice is
hereby given that, in a letter dated June
2, 1995, the President declared a major
disaster under the authority of the
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C.
5121 et seq.), as follows:

I have determined that the damage in
certain areas of the State of Missouri,
resulting from severe storms, hail, tornadoes
and flooding on May 13, 1995, and
continuing is of sufficient severity and
magnitude to warrant a major disaster
declaration under the Robert T. Stafford
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act
(‘‘the Stafford Act’’). I, therefore, declare that
such a major disaster exists in the State of
Missouri.

In order to provide Federal assistance, you
are hereby authorized to allocate from funds
available for these purposes, such amounts as

you find necessary for Federal disaster
assistance and administrative expenses.

You are authorized to provide Public
Assistance and Hazard Mitigation Assistance
in the designated areas. Individual
Assistance may be provided at a later date,
if warranted. Consistent with the requirement
that Federal assistance be supplemental, any
Federal funds provided under the Stafford
Act for Public Assistance and Hazard
Mitigation measures will be limited to 75
percent of the total eligible and reasonable
costs.

The time period prescribed for the
implementation of section 310(a),
Priority to Certain Applications for
Public Facility and Public Housing
Assistance, 42 U.S.C. 5153, shall be for
a period not to exceed six months after
the date for this declaration.

Notice is hereby given that pursuant
to the authority vested in the Director of
the Federal Emergency Management
Agency under Executive Order 12148, I
hereby appoint Warren M. Pugh of the
Federal Emergency Management Agency
to act as the Federal Coordinating
Officer for this declared disaster.

I do hereby determine the following
areas of the State of Missouri to have
been affected adversely by this declared
major disaster:

Benton, Boone, Cole, Gasconade, Franklin,
Jefferson, Johnson, Miller, St. Charles, St.
Clair, Ste. Genevieve and St. Louis Counties.
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.
83.516, Disaster Assistance)
James L. Witt,
Director.
[FR Doc. 95–14542 Filed 6–13–95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6718–02–M

FEDERAL MEDIATION AND
CONCILIATION SERVICE

Grants Program Review and Advisory
Committee; Notice of Postponing
Meeting

AGENCY: Federal Mediation and
Conciliation Service.
ACTION: Notice of postponing meeting.

SUMMARY: The Federal Mediation and
Conciliation Service announces the
postponing of the Grants Program
Review and Advisory Committee
meeting. The meeting was originally
scheduled for June 19, 1995 through
June 23, 1995 in Washington, DC. The
new meeting date for the Committee is
to be announced.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Peter Regner, Grants Program Manager,
Federal Mediation and Conciliation,
2100 K Street NW., Washington, DC
20427, (202) 606–8181.
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Dated: June 8, 1995.
John Calhoun Wells,
Director.
[FR Doc. 95–14570 Filed 6–13–95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6372–01–M

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Bank South Corporation, Notice to
engage de novo in certain nonbanking
activities

Bank South Corporation, Atlanta,
Georgia (Applicant), has filed notice
pursuant to § 4(c)(8) of the Bank
Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C.
1843(c)(8)) (BHC Act) and § 225.21 of
the Board’s Regulation Y (12 CFR
225.21(a)(2)), to engage de novo through
Bank South Securities Corporation,
Atlanta, Georgia (Company), a
subsidiary of Applicant, in
underwriting, to a limited extent,
certain ‘‘private ownership’’ industrial
development revenue bonds, which are
issued for the provision of the following
governmental services: water facilities,
sewer facilities, solid waste disposal
facilities, electric energy and gas
facilities, and local district heating or
cooling facilities. Applicant previously
has received Board approval to engage
through Company in, among other
things, underwriting and dealing in
municipal revenue bonds pursuant to
the prudential limitations and other
conditions set forth in Citicorp, J.P.
Morgan & Co. Incorporated, and
Bankers Trust New York Corporation,
73 Federal Reserve Bulletin 473 (1987)
as modified by Order Approving
Modifications to Section 20 Orders, 75
Federal Reserve Bulletin 751 (1989).
Bank South Corporation, 79 Federal
Reserve Bulletin 716 (1993) (‘‘Bank
South’’).

Applicant also has requested limited
relief from a condition in Bank South to
allow Company to underwrite certain
unrated municipal revenue bonds.
Applicant has committed that Company
will comply with the limitations and
conditions previously relied on by the
Board (Letter Interpreting Section 20
Orders, 81 Federal Reserve Bulletin 198
(1995)) except that Applicant proposes
that any single issue of unrated
municipal revenue bonds underwritten
by Company will not exceed $10
million.

Among the conditions to which
Applicant is subject pursuant to Bank
South is that any industrial
development bonds underwritten by
Company will be limited to ‘‘public
ownership’’ industrial development
bonds (i.e., those tax exempt bonds
where the issuer, or the governmental

unit on behalf of which the bonds are
issued, is the sole owner, for federal
income tax purposes, of the financed
facility). Applicant is now seeking
approval to engage through Company in
underwriting ‘‘private ownership’’
industrial development revenue bonds
issued for the provision of the
governmental services noted above,
pursuant to the same prudential
limitations and other conditions that
Applicant agreed to in Bank South.

Section 4(c)(8) of the BHC Act
provides that a bank holding company
may, with Board approval, engage in
any activity which the Board, after due
notice and opportunity for hearing, has
determined (by order or regulation) to
be so closely related to banking or
managing or controlling banks as to be
a proper incident thereto. This statutory
test requires that two separate tests be
met for an activity to be permissible for
a bank holding company. First, the
Board must determine that the activity
is, as a general matter, closely related to
banking. Second, the Board must find in
a particular case that the performance of
the activity by the applicant bank
holding company may reasonably be
expected to produce public benefits that
outweigh possible adverse effects.

A particular activity may be found to
meet the ‘‘closely related to banking’’
test if it is demonstrated that banks have
generally provided the proposed
activity; that banks generally provide
services that are operationally or
functionally similar to the proposed
activity so as to equip them particularly
well to provide the proposed activity; or
that banks generally provide services
that are so integrally related to the
proposed activity as to require their
provision in a specialized form.
National Courier Ass’n v. Board of
Governors, 516 F.2d 1229, 1237 (D.C.
Cir. 1975). In addition, the Board may
consider any other basis that may
demonstrate that the activity has a
reasonable or close relationship to
banking or managing or controlling
banks. Board Statement Regarding
Regulation Y, 49 Federal Register 806
(1984).

Applicant maintains that the Board
previously has determined that
underwriting private ownership
industrial development bonds to a
limited extent is closely related to
banking. J.P. Morgan & Co.
Incorporated, et al., 75 Federal Reserve
Bulletin 192 (1989) (1989 Section 20
Order), as modified by Order dated
September 21, 1989, 75 Federal Reserve
Bulletin 751 (1989) (Modification
Order). Applicant has stated, however
that it will conduct the activity using
the methods and procedures, and

subject to the prudential limitations to
which it agreed in Bank South. This
includes the Board’s 10 percent revenue
limitation on such activities, and for
this reason, Applicant contends that
approval of the application would not
be barred by section 20 of the Glass-
Steagall Act (12 U.S.C. 377), which
prohibits the affiliation of a state
member bank with any company
principally engaged in the underwriting,
public sale, or distribution of securities.

In order to satisfy the proper incident
to banking test, section 4(c)(8) of the
BHC Act requires the Board to find that
the performance of the activity by
Company can reasonably be expected to
produce benefits to the public, such as
greater convenience, increased
competition, or gains in efficiency that
outweigh possible adverse effects, such
as undue concentration of resources,
decreased or unfair competition,
conflicts of interest, or unsound banking
practices.

In this regard, Applicant believes that
‘‘private ownership’’ industrial
development bonds issued for projects
that provide the governmental services
listed above are substantially the same
from a risk analysis standpoint as
‘‘public ownership’’ industrial
development bonds. Applicant notes
that the revenue streams that pay debt
service in the case of both types of
bonds are derived from fees collected
for providing services traditionally
provided by governmental entities or
through a contract between a private
company and a governmental entity.
Accordingly, Applicant believes that the
prudential limitations and other
conditions to which it is subject
pursuant to Bank South are adequate to
mitigate any potential adverse effects
that may arise from the proposed
activity. Applicant also believes that
approval of this proposal will promote
competition and enable Company to
provide a wider range of services and
added convenience to its customers.

In publishing the proposal for
comment, the Board does not take a
position on issues raised by the
proposal. Notice of the proposal is
published solely in order to seek the
views of interested persons on the
issues presented by the notice and does
not represent a determination by the
Board that the proposal meets, or is
likely to meet, the standards of the BHC
Act.

Any comments or requests for hearing
should be submitted in writing and
received by William W. Wiles,
Secretary, Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System, Washington,
D.C. 20551, not later than June 30, 1995.
Any request for a hearing on this
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